The Commission first addressed the protection of the environment in its 1977 Recommendations:
In 1990, the Commission produced new recommendations. With regard to protection of the environment, ICRP retained essentially the same position as in the 1977 Recommendations:
The Commission believes that the standard of environmental control needed to protect man to the degree currently thought desirable will ensure that other species are not put at risk. Occasionally, individual members of non-human species might be harmed, but not to the extent of endangering whole species or creating imbalance between species. At the present time, the Commission concerns itself with mankind's environment only with regard to the transfer of radionuclides through the environment, since this directly affects the radiological protection of man (ICRP, 1991, Para. 16) .
In more explicit terms, the ICRP's system of protection provided protection for humans. Although ecological information may be incomplete, the full application of the system of protection was not thought to endanger whole species or to create imbalance between species. The Commission had not dealt explicitly with radiological protection of the environment, although non-human organisms may well have been afforded an indirect measure of protection as a result of the controls on radionuclide concentrations in environmental media established as part of the system of radiological protection of humans.
By the late 1990s, it was clear that methods and approaches were already available or being developed by individual countries on appropriate assessment philosophies, methodologies, or guidelines on how to undertake radiological protection of the environment. Society's concern for environmental risks had put pressure on policy makers and regulators to define protection strategies that specifically and explicitly include the environment, as evidenced by a growing number of international and national legal commitments. This reflected a need to protect the environment in order to maintain a suitable environment in which humans can exist, and a concern for the environment per se. In turn, these concerns reflect worries related to the possible effects of ionising radiation on the environment, as well as a desire to protect the environment from a wide range of harmful influences. To meet the broader concerns, strategies for protection of the environment were increasingly required to be applicable to radiation as well as other pollutants.
Many, particularly from industry, contended that the environment was already sufficiently protected from radiation, and that there was no reason to put resources into the development of a system to protect non-human organisms. It is probably true that the human habitat has been afforded a fairly high level of protection through the application of the Commission's system of protection. The problem is to demonstrate convincingly that the environment is, or will be, adequately protected in different circumstances, because there are no explicit sets of agreed assessment approaches, criteria, or guidelines with international authority that can help. This leads to different national approaches and makes international harmonisation difficult.
Environmental protection has made considerable progress in developing its philosophy and guidance since publication of the 1990 Recommendations. The increasing public concern over environmental hazards has resulted in many international conventions, and the need to protect the environment in order to safeguard the future well-being of man is one of the cornerstones of the Rio Declaration (United Nations, 1992) . Radiological protection of the environment has attracted increasing attention over the last two decades, and there is currently a commonly held view that explicit protection from harmful effects of ionising radiation should be provided for nonhuman species and ecosystems.
There has been a shift in society from the long-held anthropocentric approach to protection of the environment to one that embraces both biotic and, sometimes, abiotic components of the environment. All of the recent conventions, principles, reports, and statements lend support to the now widely held view that there is a need to demonstrate, explicitly, that the environment can and will be protected from the effects of radiation.
Of particular importance has been the concept of sustainable development, including recognition of the need to protect all living resources. Such concepts have had a large impact globally since the Rio Convention of 1992 (United Nations, 1992), and hence since publication of the 1990 Recommendations (ICRP, 1991) . Similarly, approaches to the assessment and management of environmental risks are changing continually, and such changes will inevitably need to be reflected in ICRP's deliberations on its approach to the protection of non-human species.
In May 2000, the Main Commission of ICRP decided to set up a Task Group to advise on the development of a policy for the protection of the environment, and to suggest a framework, based on scientific and ethical-philosophical principles, by which this could be achieved. This was new ground for the Commission, because it had previously considered exposures of other organisms to ionising radiation only in so far as they related to the protection of human beings. In contrast to the Commission's unique position in relation to human radiological protection, from which it has played a major role in influencing legal frameworks and objectives at international and national levels, the subject of environmental protection is more complex and multifaceted, with many international and national environmental legislative frameworks and objectives already in place.
The Commission adopted the Task Group report dealing with environmental protection in January 2003 (ICRP, 2003) . At its meeting in May 2003, the Commission decided to set up a second Task Group to continue ICRP's work on this subject. However, due to growing interest in this area of work, in October 2003, the Commission concluded that a more structured basis was required to address this issue, and therefore decided to set up an entirely new committee, Committee 5, in the new ICRP 4-year 'term' beginning in June 2005.
In its 2007 Recommendations (ICRP, 2007) , the Commission included a systematic approach for radiological assessment of non-human species to support the management of radiation effects in the environment. This decision has not been driven by any particular concern over environmental radiation hazards. Rather, it has been developed to fill a conceptual gap in radiological protection, and to clarify how the proposed framework can contribute to the attainment of society's goals of environmental protection by developing a protection policy based on scientific and ethical-philosophical principles.
The new ICRP Committee 5 has produced its first report, in which it has developed a small set of Reference Animals and Plants, plus their relevant databasesin a manner similar to that of Reference Man -to serve as a basis for the more fundamental understanding and interpretation of the relationships between exposure and dose, and between dose and certain categories of effect, for a few, clearly defined types of animals and plants. It also sets out the magnitude of doses relating to these effects in a 'banded' fashion, with proposed derived consideration levels, in a manner similar to that being considered for human beings. Such a set of information should serve as a basis from which national bodies can develop, as necessary, more applied and specific numerical approaches to the assessment and management of risks to non-human species as national needs and situations arise.
The recommended system, which has been adopted by the Commission, is not intended to set regulatory standards. Rather, it recommends a framework that can be a practical tool to provide high-level advice and guidance, and help regulators and operators to demonstrate compliance with existing legislation. The system does not preclude the derivation of standards; on the contrary, it provides a basis for such derivation.
It is extremely gratifying to the authors of this guest editorial to see the progress being made by Committee 5.
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